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Book II.    te reckoned among the alkalies, no good reason can be

u^v^Ji   given why magnesia should be excluded.  . The truth

is, that these bodies graduate into each other so nicely

%      that they can scarcely be placed in different classes.

This is a sufficient reason  for preferring the common

division to the new one proposed by Fourcroy,

Berthollet has suggested another definition of alkalies,
which appears to me much more correct than that of
Fourcroy. According to him, all bodies capable of
neutralizing acids are entitled to the name of alkalies.
Alkalinity is the property of neutralizing acids, and
acidity tfiat of neutralizing alkalies* According to this
definition, the alkalies, both fixed and volatile, and the
alkaline earths, ought to be considered as alkalies.
Though objections might perhaps be started to this de-
finition, as is the case indeed with ail definitions what-
ever, yet it must be allowed to be much more precise,
and gives us a more satisfactory notion of alkalinity
than any that preceded it. But if the capacity of neu-
tralizing acids constitutes alkalinity, it is obvious that
those bodies must possess most of that property, which
are mast capable of neutralizing acids, or which are ca-
pable of neutralizing the greatest quantity of acid. Ac-
cording tc this doctrine the alkalies arrange themselves
in the following order; that one standing first which
neutralizes the greatest quantity of acid * ;

Ammonia,

Magnesia,

Lime,

* Berthollot, Statfyue Clewipse, i, p, 125.   The order was established
fiowi .the experiments of Kirwaru